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".ducation-now in ogress in the GraduateSchoor of Education, University
f.

f California, Los Angeles, and the Department of. Special Education;

,Mate College at Los Ang,-,les. Studies were carried out during

academic year 1973 under the auspices v he Special Education Research

1.)roje2t, supported by .Contract #5053 betweerrit e California:.State Department

cf Education and the University of California', Los Angeles.
0

The full report is reproduced in this form for distrib tion as a

technical eport under the contract, and in order to make complete findings
. .

r.v:iilsble for others engaged in, this research area.. Results of this study

re the -;ole.reqiporiSibility of the inkkstig8i. Official endorsement of the
. i

.er.uw",'{

/California State Department of Education or the Univetsity of_california,

Los Ang'cles, Special Educatqn Research Program is not implied.. A list

of projects funded through the Special Education Research Program. may be

Dund in the- Aibpendix.

'_Barbara K. °Keogh, Ph. D.
Director i?
.Special Education Research. Prograr

September, 1973 .6"
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SCREENING KIN7ERGARTEN:CHILDREN FOR. EARLY INTERVENTION

CHRCOGI-1 DIAECTOBSERVATION OFFLASSROOM BEHAVIOR1

Steven R. Forness2
01

0

Previous research under the present protect (Forness, 1972; Forness
i

and Esveldt, in press) aZwell'as°1that by otherSwestigators (Bryan and Wheeler,
' , ?

1 /
19-72; ,Cobband Hops, in pre O; Garhpel, Harrison and 'Budoff,n972, Nelson 1971)

I

has de'monstrated that signi cant differences exist.in obser" able c assroom behaviori
,----

between atypical childrfn and their normal peers in the same las n. In these
. 1

- '

studies ffined obse vers typically sit at the rear of tpe elassrbomand observe

one opsev ral child en' at regula Specified intervals 'and record' each child's
--1r,

qia.vior uhder certain well-defined cateckories such as the child's attention to the

task, out-of-seat or n-task behavior:, a he like. Observers may do this over 4,
"N

,

a.peribd of one or to day for much .riodslonger periods. Differences seem to be
.

...
1 In addition to 'SRID.funds,,the present proh.dt was also supported by U.S. Office
of Education Grant dEG-0A72-397,(G03), NICHD Grants HD-04612, HD- 00345,
HD-05615 to the UCLAMentat Rettr 'ation Progr.V and .I\TIR Special Research .

Resources Grant RR-3 to the UCL Health Sciences tortiputing, Facility. I=
r r t ..

. . A

2 1 ,
rftw author would like to acknowledge the valuable assistance, and %Eledication of

ehe observers on the prOject, Ms. Patti Boyle'and Ms. Linda Mazer, as, well as
their supervisor, Ks. ,Karen Esc/41dt. Additionaj heartfelt thanks are durto Ms.
Annefie Marks, Ms. Elaine Robbins, Ms. Barbara Root and Ms. Alice'Weller
who made the researcti, possible, to Ms. Minnie Lindsay and. Mr. Mary Goldensen
for their continued sup*-rand encouragemgnt and to Dr. Donald Guthrie arid

, . Mr.. Angel Hernandez for Grata processing assistance. .:
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observed primarily in such areas as attending.to the task or teacher,seer inter-
4 '

action and frequency of disruptivp behavior and have been demonstrated with 'a

varietyinf exceptional children in grades one through six..

While direct observation in the classro6m can be cumbersome bqth in lime
5

and technique thereare several advantages to using this approach over traditional

screMing techniques which tendla have a variety oic.dimit/ationS'. Teacher identi-

fication or teacher rating scale's, for exalnple, may at times suffer from teacher
.

Wolfson,bias (Jackson, 'Silberman and f 1969; Silberman, 1969)., Group testin

while- economical, cannot be used effectively until children have mastered reading

skills sufficiently tc take the t.ests; usually not until second or /third grade. Individual
.

. testing is not only economically prohibitive as .a screening device but, like gr\ oup
.7

testing, suffers from a variety of limitations including neglect of situdional.or '''
, 1 , ,,

-

motivational variables (Eorness, 1970; Keogh; 1972). Cbservational data, on the

other hand, appears not only.to be free from, Mich problems bUt has been shown to

be 3 ignificantly related to academic adhievement (Cobb 1970, 1972) and intelligence'

(Forness 1972, Lahaderne. 1968).

The present study is based on the ass.umption ttiat f observable differ(ences

in t4ip assroom behavior appear to be representatiVe of S''Chool-problem childrenc, then

such diff9rences, a.7.-3 they emerge early in kindergarten, shduld alio serve to predict
'

which children are headed for difficulty.. The qUestion is whether children in kinder-
,

garten who are significantly different in terms,-.^of olo4:rvable behavior from their

classmates, are the same Childt:vywho-laterbecom6icandidate,s, for some formof
.q c

special education. The purpose of the presenCstudy igrto determine if-children,

identified as

beginning of

s .4;,,..!
"at risk" on the basis of their obServ-ab0 classroom behavior at the

. e7:. 'fr:,,'

their kindergarten yea.r ark also:,.fhe saSie children' vihom teachers see
S,,,
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'
as having problE;M:.1:rnacklater in the year. If such is e case, clssrOorri obpsii,.erva- .

3 .

tion, can be used as ,an effectiVe, relatively unbiased screening technique to identify

r

problems froin becoming mare.

children'in needof 'early interventionintevention dPitinpd.to prevent school
I.

SAMPLING

-Subjects for the vese.rrtsitudy were 106 c ildren in four kindergarten classes

all located in the same elementary school of a large metropolitan schoordistrict.
; 1

Ther-.1 were an a.N.7erage of '26.5 children in eac (,range 5 to 28). Teachers

in all' fourclasses were frmale a.nd ea.ch had at le, t three years teaching experi

encel3rior tothe.study: ,The schoolpidjacen to a housing' p'rcject,Was co pose of
. .

4. .

from predominantly lower middle class families with high .tAinority enroll-
. - .

,., ment. Racial distribution for the total sample was as follows: 48 pecenT white;.
..

I .

38 percent Spanish surname, 8 'percent, black and 6 percent other racial designations..

Fifty-two percent of the total sample were boys.

This particular 'school was selected since many of its students were potentially

':.high- risk" children in terms of educational prognosis. _Daring the same year as

the study, group testing,of aixth
.
araders' in the same school revetted a median IQ Of.

85 and reading and arithmetic scciresi whin. were in the lowest quartil of national

norms for the test used Mos, An eles, Times, May 11, 1973)'. Fewer than ten Perce,lit

of the schools in the same district.had a median 'IQ whiCh was lower. In a practical

sense, such a school was, representative of those in critical need of early identifica-

tioo and intervention techrriques.-



PROCEDURE

'Whenev'el4 'possible, the present project was designed to simulate actual
. .

. conditions in the public schools where observational techniques would ultimately.
.:I

.... , A

be used.if proven effective. :This is not to say-that Scientific rigor was sacrificed;
1 .,

however, anyone who has done 'research under actual conditiOns in public,school

cla:3srooms is aware that not all variables are under experimental control., Such

problems and limitations have been aCkhowledged herein wherever possible.

I
fl .. .

'. The school staff =Ind teachers involved Were contactedin late spring regard-
, . i , . 4.. .

. .

. ing their interest and involvement in the project. A second planning session was
f

'held in 'the fall before classes began. wThe teachers were t6fd that all children in

) I ----
. ,

their classes would be observed over a period of day§ at the beginning of the school

yen4 and again after the end of the first,semester. They-were also `told. that they

would be required to rate ech child in certain academic and behavioral areas at
cs

the-end 8f eactrobsprvation They'Were fiirther told the general,nsature of

the project, to identify. children in need of special help through obseilrational tech'-

bit were not given information on specific observation categories.

While itWNs the authoris initial desire to observe the children once at the 4

-begin and once at the end of the school year; it was agreed after cosultation'
4,

with the teachers that the second c%servation take place early in the second semester
r.

Oso that high-risk children could be given whatever, special preventive intervention
7

they needed, as early as possible.. While a longer keriod-between obSe:rvations
tit

was desirable in order to establish more clearly which children"Were truly at risk -

and avoid mis-identifying'children who were merely, slow starters, an earlier
.

seco/V observation period was agreed upon in response to practical (and valid)

7



.
.tr " . I

. _

tea.cher.concernp for their.Ch11dren's educational 'progress. The interventions,

while not actually 'a part of the present project, will be discussed.. later in this paper.o
0

. The first ;observation phase wasiegun in late Cctober and ended in mid-

Nd'7erriber. The second observation phase was begun irflate February and ended-

in mid-MarCh. Both.phases will be hereinafter referred to as the CctOber and the

March observations, 'respectively. During each observation phase, each child was

observed fore a minimum of ten school days during the same period each day. Since

several children.were ab entone or more days during an observation phase, it
.

. was therefore t(ecessary to observe each class for morelian ten dais. Thus, the
. .

number of-actuail, observations per Child ranged° from 10 to 18 (meanc43. 8 s.d.=2.14)

( during. the October observation and from 10 to 19 (mean=14 2, s. d. 42.02) during
:` . . ..k. -

the March observation. ,

Observers Were female and in their early twenties.. Both were trained-
. .

. J *

er a p,.riod of two weekS prior to the October observation. in a ClaSnoon'i.of a

laboratory school located on the university carpus. They subsequently spent'one

week in the two classrooms in which they would be 'observing in order to learn the

first names (and surnames, if needed) of the children in'each classroom. While

less observer bias may have beedinvolve'd in identifying children by number 1r4her
tl*

CD'tha.ri narn.e the prractical problems of having children wear numbers,inthe Classroo

40

3

L.,...)
It should also be noted that data as well assu.bjects from. the present project were. .

also apart of a second SERP project under Dr. Lawrence Becker. His project was
...:L.4 begun after the preent project was completed in April, and interested readers are

,

encouraged to consAlt SERP technical report,Ceogh, B. and Becker, L. l ehavioral
chara'cteristic-and learning styles of educationally high-risk kindergarten children. 00'
(1971)... ' t

-:

-S .
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for identific.ation pu-poseS and the inevitable and repeated use of ite child's name

by the teacher precluded apb serious consideration -of this technique.

Cbservers were introduced.t4the teachers who were in 'turn given-the follow-
v

ing instructions. They could, if they wished; introduce the obServer to their children.

as a'teacher in tralning'who would be bbser"Ving in their classroom for a few weeks.
. ...I

Thry wore asked.to giye each of se.rykr a des tion of the types of activity which

r'' , were typira of that period of the day and of the ljener4 whichclaSsroorn rules whi pre-.
.; , G ,

.
. I .,

vailed for that period. They were instructed not to intact with the observer in

any fashion during the class perlod'norto attempt to discuss individual children with

the'observer at any time. The theme] selves
\
were aSked to discourage

such, interaction and-were further instructed that, if a child attempted to interact

with them during the class period. they were to ign.ore the Child or redirect- term- ba[ck
. ,

to his activity.
.

11

The ob:rervatiRns were done in the 011owing fashion. \The observer was

supplied wittra "clipboard and stopwatch marked at ,ix-second intervals. On the clip-

boa r'd were obServation sheets which contained paces.* thefdaily record for each

child (See Appendix), The observer looked at .the child whoe name first appeared
..

`On the observation sheet (order of observation was held constant for each observation
4

phase), determined the child's behavior and putia tally mark beside the c,,orrespondirig

behavior on the record sheet under the appropriate response conditiOn. -This sequence
,

was completed within a Six-secOnd interval. The remaining children iri the cies

room were observed in sequence,at consecutive six-:seco'nd intervals until all Children
/ \ .

had been observed once. The entire.sequence was then repeated ,until etch child had
k

been observed for ten six-second intervals during that period

approximately 25 to 30 minutes daily for each classroorri.
,

a procesS. which. took
1
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As nearly 3:- possible, children were observed in all four classrooms dut'ing

ronditions, i. e. , during a group activity or discussion in which the teacher

directed' the group from the front of the room and in which children were required

to participate at t.he teacher's direction (e.g ' show andtell. classroom news,

storytelling etc. ). Observers sat at the rear of the group and slightly tckone side

whore eye or head orientation of the children could be observed.

Behavior/categories and detailed definitions-are provided iii the appendix.

There werestour behaviors in which..a...'child could be engaged,, and theseare desp-rii)ed
1

briefly below

.0r
t

7/ . .

Verval Positive (VP) - pupil makes a task - oriented- verbal response (e.g. ,

recites, asks Or answers a question, etc. )
, . I -
Attend (AT) --Pupil looks at teacher or materials, waits quietly forlesson f

to begin, fooks 'at classmate who is reciting, etc.
. .,

Not Attend (NA) -.o pupil. does not attend to lesson or teacher, i.e . ,. looks
..' . around; stares into space, etc.. \ .41 "'-

:

-- .

Disrupt (D) - pupil engages in behavior which interrupts on-tas1,-3ctivities,.
e. g. , talkS to classmate when not permitted, speaks out of.turn,
hits classmate, throws objects, etd.,

. J
.

:
e

Each of these categories were treated as mutually exclusive. For example if a

child was asking a question, the behavior was recorded as ''verbal positive" even

thoug the "child could also be considered to be attending at the same time If a
-

child was being disrUptive the behavior was recordtd as "disrupt': even though.the

child could also be considered to be not paying attention as well Thus, only .one'

category of behavior applied during a single interval.
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a

These behaviors were recorded under three conditions (see Appendix(for
..........

I

complete descriptions). If the teacher or a Nassmate was interacting witn the child

tiring the interval,the behavior was tallied,under the°'-'teacher response "_ or "peer
I 7sp7 ,:!pon.le" limns. If no bbservable 'reonse to the child's behavior was noted in

the interval, then the 'behavior was tallied under the no response''' column. Thus.
the,/arhount of Lime a child engaged in a behavior as well as the response whfcia that

,
6behavior received from a person in the classroom, could be recorded.

a

Reliability of the obs'ervers was established prior to the October observation

and again prior to the. March observation in the university laboratory classhom.

Cb:.ervers recorded the behaviors of the same group of children simultaneously but

independently with a third trained observer. Reriability was computed by'dividing

each 'Observe-r's riumber'd exact agreements with the third observer on behavior
,

I .zcategory, and response during an interval. by the number of agreements plus'.drsagree-

ments. Reliabilities were .87 and .89 respectively for each observer in the' first

phase and,.91 and 94 in the second phase.

After each observation phase had been completed in November and again in

March the teachers were asked to rate each of their children'individually in three

areas: (1) Reading readinessand language development' (2) 'Relationships with other
o

children (3) Attitude toward classroom rules (See Appendix for Teacher valuation

-form). The time of the rating coincided with the guarterly'deadline.for eacher

progress reports to parents,and teachers were instructed to'use the-same criteria

and definitions for,these areas of ftInctioning as they would normally use for their

progress reports (See example in Appendix: "Kindergarten Progres8: 20th Week

Report"). Teachers were asked to rate each child in each area on a five-point
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41.

kale (1 poor to.5 werl et
) compared to other children in her class. ,Arithmetic

:31.1rn:- of the-three .cores were used as d2single.numerical teacher rating (3 to 15).
oy

for the child.at that point in time. Previous research has indicated that simple

teach rating:: such as the above can have high prediCtive validity in identifying

educationally high-ri:-.k children (Haring and Ridgeway, 1967; Keogh:and Smith, 1970).

To :luxximati'ze, then, children were.observed in their classrooms for a

minimum of ten day; at the beginning ofAhe school Aar and for a similar amount

of time in the second semester. A tiine sampling technique was used such that

children were observed in succession at six-second intervals, for 'a total of one. minute

of observation per child per day. Behaviors were recorded in one of four categories

under o'nr, of three possible responses to that behavior. When all. observations Were

' completed for each phase, teachers were asked to rate each child in three areas,of

cla,;Sroom funr.tioninc.i.

STATISTICAL TREATMENT

Although all children were observed for the saine amount of time each day,

they were observed for varying number of days during each observation phase. It

way thus nece.s.3ary to convert totals in each behavior category into percentages.

Categories could be collapsed(when necessary, such that the percentage for a par-

ticular behavior could be reported across all response conditions. The percentage

of time a child. received a response from the teacher or his peers could also be

reported across \a\li behaviors as a measure ofstime the teacher appeared to be involved.

--------witkaparticulay child relative to other children or the relative amount of time the
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child'interacted with his peer.74 As mentioned in the previous section, teacher

ratings for each child in three areas of classroom functioning were summed and

thus ranged from a low score of 3 to a perfect score of-15 for each child.

Means and standard deviations were computed for all data1on UCLAtealth
/

7 Science~ Computer. Program #BIADC1D. Correlations betweeri teacher ratings in

cctober and March, between observation percentages in Cctober and March and

between observation percentages and teacher ratings both between and within phases

\were computed on Computer Program #BMDC2D (Correlation with transgeneration).
e

Analysis of variance (observation x race x sex x classroo.m) betWeen observiittion

percentages inpctOber and March and anlysis of covariance (with teacher ratings in

October as a covariant) were also computed on Computer Program BMDP1V.

It was thus possible to answer such questions as which variables (observation

data vs. teacher ritings) in Cctober appeared to predict eldSsroom functiOning later

in the year, ..to generate profiles of p&rticular children referrable to the profile of

the group at large, and determine if certain of these variables were dependeqt on

sex or race of the child.

RESULTS

Mean percentages of time in which children were engaged in various behaviors

are presented in Table 1 for the Cctober observation and in Table 2 for the March

observation. Twelve subjects left school between Cctober and March so that the

fi; al number of subjects was 94. Cn the average, children' in the sample spent approx-,

imately 82 percent of their time in on-task (total positive) behavior at the beginning
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.

of the year and slightly more than that towards the end of the year. ,Actual disrup-

tive behavior was almost non-existe_nt, on the average; and positive verbal partici-
,

pation was relatively slight. It should be noted that these percentages refer only to

the "typical profile'' of the kindergarten child_in this sample and that there was con-
yc

sq, 13 rable variation \:vithin the sample. There were also substantial. differences

among clas srooms , children in classroom 1 generally having higher rates of off-

task behavior.
4

The,same variation held for percentagT of teacher and peer response to

behavior for both observations as presentegiin Tables 3 and 4. Peer response to

behaviorwas twice as frequent as teacher response and more or less equally given

to on-task and off4ask behavior. Teachers on the other hanc appeared to,respond

much more often to on-task behavior. Such differences cannot necessarily be inter-
,

/ . .
,preted as, qualitative, however,, since there was generally a much higher frequency
'

of on7taski behavior (Tables 1 and 2) and,:more peers available to respond to a parti-

dular behavior than there were teachers.

Referrable to the apparent marked differences among classrooms, the break-
..

down of'sex.and racial differences is rested in Table 5. Note that classroom 1.

has not only more 'children but also the highest percent of Xn.inority enrollment and

the second lowest male enrollment. The teacher ratings for that classroom (Table 6 )

are also corresponding wer for both ob"Servation phases. This raises the

pb.nsibility that gains over the year in' observable,be,havior were-somehow associated

with minority or sexual status or eyen with membership in a particular classroom.

To test this hypothesis, a multiple classification analysis of variance (sex x race x

classroom) was generated for percent of onitask behavioi. (VP+AT) in both observa-

tion periods.
.
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Since there ..x.' re some cells, ghlen the present sample, which would

havr, had i-xtr,--mely o: no frequencie:7, it was decided to collapse the foir

ra,ial categories into two categories (white and non-white) for purposes of the

The results of the multiple _Classificati2n analysis of variance are

presented in Table .7 'for both the October ana Mar'ch data. It can be seen that

there were significant main effects by cl'assr'oom arid sex,in October and by class-
/

row, :sex and race in March. As Might be expected the data indicated that

classroom 2 was higher than classrooms 3 and 4 which in turn were higher

than classroom 1 and that girls were higher than boys in percent of on-task.

behavior: For the March observation, whites were higher than non-whites. There
---

)were, h-owever, no significant interaction/effects among any of these variables.

With regard to teacher ratings, it should be noted that, when multiple-

"classifirtion analysis of variance wer generated on the October an March

observation"data (separately as in able 7) employing teacher ratingi as a covariant,
So

the main effects for classroom continued to be significant. Sex was no longer a

significant variable, but race continued to be significant in March. Therewere,

moreov ir, significant main effects for the covariant itself on both occasions (Fr

values f. 13.01 and 24.01, respectively, for teacher ratings in Cqtober and March).

Given the possibility that membership in a particular classroom (and by

infere ce a teacher's perception of a child's classroom behavior) might somehow

have affected the child's ability to make progress in terms of observablei5ehavior,

an analysis of covariance was generated using differences in observable behavior

fromlone observation phase to the next with the initial, teacher rating in Cctober

as a
'covariant.

As can be seen in Table 8, no significant effects Were noted for

ariable in question.
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N

.
al ..

Correlationcl between selected observable behaviors (total percentages
. .7

v

ac-oss all resporisp categories) and total teacher ratings for both obTervation
.

periods. are pres.ented in Table 9 As indicated in the table, correlations abbve

. 27 are considered :iignificant at .01 level of confidence (d. f. =92). Each of the four

zieparate behaviors observed' in October were predictive of .the'ame behaviors

ob4erved again in Marcil with orrelations rangIng'froin .51 to . 7i. The same
./

W3 3 true of total on-tal behavior.-

As for the validity of pt\edictionS between teacher ratings and observable
I 7 .

behavior from one obserVation to \he next, it can be-seen f Tom Table 9 that

teacher ratings in October were predictive of total on-task behavior in March (r=. 49)

"and, conversely,' that observable behavior (onitask) in Cctober was predictive of

te:.-iQher ratings in March (r=;44). Disruptive behaviors tend to !rye higher pre-
.

dictive validity, in this regard,. than other individual behaviors even though

diSruptive behavior was lowest in frequency among all fouralegories!

Teacher ratings in October were notably predictive (r.. 86) with teacher

ratings in March. Table 10 presents a larreakdoim of the main correlations by

classroom.. Considerable variability is evident not only among Classrooms ,but,

within classrooms as to the predictive validity of both teacherl_ratings.and observa-

,,ble behaviors. During the October observation, there were significant correlations,

as might b expected, between. verbal Positive behavior and teacher and, peer response

to on-task beh vior. There were, however, significant ne tive correlations

between verbal po itive behavior and attention during both obserkration periods

(r=-. 43 and -. 34) as ell as.a significant positive correlation (r..31) between verbal
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.. ',.
, . .

positive behavior 'and disruptive behavior hi October, all of which might suggest
!

,

an "impulsivity?' factor, i.e, children who are overactive both apprbpriately

and inappropriately. Possibly related to this'were.-significa.nt negative Correlations
-, . \ .

\
(rangir from -.30 to .-. 70) .betweentattention and teacher and peer responses to

.\

both on -and off-task betfavioss during October. 1,Conversery,,here were high

correlations (.39 to . 71) between off-task behavors (not attend andodisrupt) and both

teacher and peer response to off-task behavior.. In other words, children with low

attention appear to receive high response to .their behavior (or at least tend to

evidenceimore such behavior which demands. response) and may tend to be the

same Children who are impulsive.

While the above correlations indicate a significant relationship between on-

,task behavior observed in October and "at risk" status of children as ratectby

teachers later in the year, Table*.11 provides fi.rther- 'illustration ofthese'relationL

ships' for individual children. If one uses a ?..isk"meaSure'ef one standard deviation

_below the mean percent of on-task behavior for each classroom (as derived from

Table 1 .),. it is evident that anywhere from three (in classroom 3) to six (in class-

room 1) children per classroom would be determined potentially at -risk in October.

Thus, a total of 18 children'in the sample (17 percent) could be conside ed atIrcsk

based on such predictive techniques. Using a criteria of one standard eviacion

biccv.the mean teacher rating for each cla.ssroom in.March (as derived from Table, 6
.

it is clear that 10 of these 18 subjects or 9.4 percent of the total sample continued

. at-risk as ,rated by teachers in March (Three sUbjects all in claisroom 4, left. \s

schoOl for unknown reasons; two' of these were in the at-risk grOup).
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DISCUSgICN
- ,

While kiridergartners in the preSent sample were generally characterized

by high percentages of dn.-task behavior, there was considerable variability among

individuals, most of which was accounted for in the area of attending behavioi.

Although active participatory or disruptiVe Vavior accounted for only a small

friction of the total behavior obserifeci, there were indications that this behavior

wa; somewhatCritical in terms of teachers' perceptions of children's classroom.

functioning: Although the intensive qtiality of such behaviOrs renders them of
-

iremediafe fmportance for classroom management, such beh viors are somewhat

'difficult to tap using continuous observation techiliques since they seem to4,4z,cur

at relatively lbir frequencies. A compromise strategy might be to monitor attention.
. 0

4

on a continuous time sampling basis while counting high intensity behaviors when

,,ever and wherever they. occur. Given the sporadic and yet compelling nature of
a

it isuch occti rences in the classroom, t s conceivable that .a single observer could

interrupt continuous .moniforing on a. time-sampling basis to record occasional

disruptive occurence attributing them to the appropriate patties.. The observer
\

colddithep resume continu\ous monitoring. Such a procedure, of course, would

only be effective in large - croup situations directed by the teacher and woUld,

undoubtedly become cumber,ome when several classroom groups are involved or
1;a4

on occasions when individtlal chilaren are alloiied to move freely about the class-
.

The present data suggests that a certain type, of classroom behavior,

%-tcharacterized perhaps by impulsive overactivity in. both on- and off-task situations,

room.
O

0 I'

might also be an area for closer scrutiny. A factor analytic study by Spivack, Swift

and.Prewitt (19 71) indicated si ilar clusters of behaviors to be,chasacteristic of
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thoir kindercy -.ten :3aznpag. Seventeen percent of theft kindergarten. sample

clustereci in one categOry characterized by high reliance on the teacher for
. ,

nppropriate direction and high inattentiveness, and an additional 12 percent corn-
if

pr?-led anothe4ategory described as "impulsive". Both clusters were described

a bP41Cr 011tSi tbC "normal- pattern of kindergarten youngsters. Their data,

however, Was derived from secondary sources (a teacherrating scale); and 5

would be interesting to see towhat extent such clusters occur when -discrete

bena`vior:7, ar,,Tob'ser,7ed diFectlY lin the classroom.,.

Atnong factors which appear to be re:5ponSible f individual differences

in the present samplr?, one is forced to consider th fact of a child's enrollment
. ,

in particular oh 3srooril as accounting for substantial variance. Using classroom

2 as a case in point, relatively low minority enrollment coupled with low total

enrollment-aftI the-,econd highest mean teacher ratings might suggest certain

parameters which would account for thehigh on-task behavior and the almost.

virtual absence.of,:iisruptive behavior in that classroom. This enviroriment is
. -..

in .distinct 6ntrarlt to that of cla;isroom 1 where hi.(:711 minority and high total
,

enrollment.pro ,1vail. Cn-task b.ehaviorin this classroom significantly tower,
. / . ,

.
and disruptive behavior is the highest of the four, classrooms. Given the significant

'
'

This cla.ssroom was also characterized by relatively high absenteeism,
it took a°,higher mean number of days to complete the require number of observa-
tions in that classroom (14.4 days) then it did in classroom 2 (12.8 days).
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dlferences in ob.7,ervable ehavior found in March between minority and non-

minority rthildre.n5 and the- grftatr number of.Children in that'classrOom, it is

a,.po:-:F,ibility that teacher in classroom'l was in a situation Where a"the deck

w tacked'; albeit inadvertently-, against her.

While a high enrollment of boys in classroom 2 is somewhat incompatible.

with high on-task behavior (given the finding that boySwer,e generally lower than

girls in on-task behavior), retrospective discussiOns with both observers and

te:tcher:.-; indicated that activity in that classrOom,duing the daily observations
' I

w!z of a more physically active.and.participatory nature WhIch might be said to
0. t

14116 ..

favor boyS at that age. Altliough.:a decided effort was made to parcel out the
0 '

effects `of classroprn activities by .keeiping teaching situations in all classroom

similar during observation'periods (i.e. , teacher in front of class directing a

group activity), it is evident that such situations need to be more-carefully cOn-,

trolled than was possible in the present study.

A final note needr; to be made of teacher involvement, particularly the

apparent predictability of teacher ratings, from,-6ne period to the next. The

correlation of ..86 may be interpreted, on the one hand, as a decided vote of

confidence\in the predictability of teacher. ratings. Henderson and Long (1971)
fte

also found that extensive teacher ratingS at the beginning Of school were able to

differentiate between academically successful and non-successful children in later

e

grades. One might well ask, at tits:point, why such extensive and complicated,

5 Similar racial differences were also found by Cobb(1970 1972).
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dbservation ,:echniques need to be undertaken at all when simple teacher ratings

re so much -a Bier anctobviously have such greater predictive validity.

11 en the other hdnd, caution needs to be' exercised because of the possibility

of expectancy effects (Good and Brophy; 1972; Rosenthal avid Jacobsen', 1968).

Some would suggest that "a child whose teacher believed him to have a problem

chid indeed have, a problem whether the 'true' source lay in his own behavior or in

the-purceptions of his teacher" .(Rabin rid Balow, 1,971, page 297). While this line

of reasoning was not necessarily born outly fhe present study, it remains to be
%

seen whether teacher ratings or classroom observatith data more curately.

predicts subsequent : school problems in the long run. High-risk children in the

present study are currently being followed as they. move, through the primary grades

precisely to :determine the answer to this question.

IMPLICATIONS FCR SCHOOL PRACTICE

In the present study, every attempt, possible was made to. simulate actual

conditidhs'Under which the technique of direct classroom observation would ultimately
i '

.

be used in a sohool situation. __Observers cou]d just as Well have been teacherS
t

from other classrooms or classroom aides. Time-sa piing techniques and obser-

vation categories were kept, relatively simple; at least compared to the ther -

complex methodology employed in other studies. Interruption of ongoing classroom

activities was held to an absolute minirham, and demands on individual teacher's

time were also minimal. Although the observation data gathered was used en.masse

to answerlarger. research questions data on individual children was extremely.

useftil ili.predicting eventual schoOl problems..
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Not only the observational data useful as a predictive procedure but

it also se ed
,s
to clarify the nature of the child's difficulty. Children with high

dtsruptive;behavior would -equire somewhat different management approaches

thlan children with -impulsive" behavior (i.e. , high percent of behavior in both-
.

'appropriate and inappropriate situations). Both would requitT substantially
(

different clas room management than a child with low attending behavior but

little accompanying disruptive or participatory be.havior. ,Those children whose

behavior is accompanied by higlevels of teacher or peer response might requii-e

different handling than those whose comparable behavior evoked less reaction from

others in /the classcoorn.

While teachers are undoubtedly aware of most of these pro lems and their

remedies, it was quite 'obvious that some children were identifie as high-risks by

teachers but not by their obServable behavior and vice-versa. i at becomes of

child whom the.teacher sees as problematic despite his relatively high level

of on-task behavior and a virtual absence of disruptive behavior ? What happens

to a child whom the :eacher does not see as ,having Subdtantial problems but whoSe
..

observation data s71gests a significant.deficit in- iattentional behavior 7. It s clear

thlt observation data as derived he:rein adds a significant dime sion to early.

detection of sehool problems quite be_y_ond that lent_by_our_traditional procedures.

There
I

are acicPtional ouestions.to be considered as cine attempts to apply

these technic ues pragmatically in an ongoing early screening program. A pressing
/

problem is that suggested by the significant differences` found between classrooms.-
,

Does a child have a problem if his on-task behavioris near the average for his

classroom but significantly lower than the mean on-task behavior for his school
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Should Cne-choose a)solite standlrd for aCceptable lev.els of observable

Previou::: F,tudies have found that normal children engage in on -ta.s1
4;i4

behavior in the primary grades any-where from 70 to 80 percent of the time. While

is premature, at .thts point, to suggest that national grade-level norms for

. observable. cl%ssmOm behavior be established (muCh like rep'resentative norms

are established for standardized achievement lests)°, it is'probably ithpOrtant to

attempt parcel &it the effects of clasiroOm enrollment in some way. (ne.
.

possibility lo use a measure of one standard deviation'14elow the mean percent

of on -task behavior for the entire kindergarten sample regardless of classroom..
. .. ,,. ,

. , . .
: . P

%An alternative would be to employ a. correction factor usingthe/average between
.

thr, leviation for that child's classroom and the standard deviation of the

to.t it -ample. Some balance needs to be achieved, however; between relative and

abs=olute norms or else the predictability of obs vable behavior will become as

-coMpromii;ed that of current standardized in ejligence tests.

Quite ::!part from the question of predictive validity, 'direct observation

appears to have. administrative uses. It was evidenethat ipme classrooms in the

present study were ouantitatiVely different in terms of total enrollment: and percent

of male and minority enrollment. In one classroom in particular, these differences

tended to reflect in observable behavior of children. This is not to say that .a

greater number of children or iMbalanceS in sex ratio or minority status necessarily.
s),

foreordain a parti6ular class room to difficulties; for also in this classroom

were a handful of youngsters with fairly severe behavior problems, both in severity

and-degree nuite unlike these of kindergartners in other classrooins in the same
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'chool. It apparent,' therefore, after a few days of observation that

this- clapsroorn was Qualitatively different frbm''..he othe7s._ In retrospect, observa-
N

tional.data was able to corroborate and imbalance which could ha\re been corrected,

had the present study not been in progress, by transferring a few children to each

of the other classrooms early in,the school year.

In actual practice,^ such a procedure as well as individual interventions'for

high-risk children within their own classrooms would obviously have been carried
6.

. :()

out immediately subsequent to the October observations. The Latter wain-fai',

ic(.omplirthoci in 'he two months following the March observation Period. individlial

tutoring .1n(-1 cooperttive work with classroom teachers were planned and carrie

/ ) - . ,),S ;/'

out atthat point in many cases using the data derived from classroom observations'
re

on on, peer interaction; teacherfAtenti response arid disruptive behavior. Some

interventions were individualized, Others involved small groups of children,, and

yet. others involved codperative ventures with classrobrn teachers CartriculUm

com'Ialtation and use of behavior modgication techniqUes. All Were deSighed to p

vent incipient problems in learning or behavior from becomirkg more =

them procedures. undoubtedly jeopardized the validity of follow-up results, cseords

Were kept on each child's progress such that thoSe children who fail to maintain

satisfactory progress in later grades will' be considered in terms of the time limits',

and intensity of :heir attempted interventions:

While the relationship between observable behavior and academic progress
6,

has been fairly well established in older children,. the present study appears to haVe

extended this relationship downward,at least insofar as teacher evaluations of clast

roam: adjustment, reading readiness and peer relltions.can.be said to comprise an
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of aca.,..iemic progres:., in kindergartners. Annual follow -up

:71.1ouid eventually be able. to provide answers.aS to direct links,

if :iny, tr ::pecific clusters of classroom behaviors observed at the beginning of

anl a child's ultimate needs for special class plaqement.or other

forrns of latervention.
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a.

Table 5

NUMBER OF CHILDREN AND PERCENT OF MALE AND.

MINORITY ENROLLMENT FOR EACH CLASSROOM

Class Number Percent Boys Percent Minority y_aollrnent
I

White

1 . 28

-26

47 36

60 60

62 55
9

27. 41 45

Total 106 -52 48

Black Spanish

11 46
--:- ,

0- . 24

7 34

11. 44

8 ' 38

Other

4

0

Table 6

MEAN TEACHER RATINGS FCR OCTOBER AND MARCH
. 7 °

October March .

Class Mean Rang . Mean Range s. d.

8.320 3 -14 2.4 8.33 4-12 .

9.40 3-15 3.4 .10.04 4-15

3 13.19 6-15. 2.6 11.64- 4-15

4 8. 89 6 -12 2.2 9.47 6-12

Total 9.92 3.-15 3. 3 9.86 4-15 2. 9



Table 7

ANALSES,CF VARIANCE FOR PERCENT OF ON-TASK BEHAVIOR

IN OCTOBER AND MARCH',

Source
Sum of
Squares

Degrees of
s.

Mean

a.

October Oh-task . . 575674 1 575674.18 7.599. 51
Classroom 1050 3 350.09, 4. 6g *
Sex 425 1 424. 73 E.61 *-
Race 181 '1' 180.94 2.39
Class x Sex 245 3 81.67 1. 08
Class x Ra.ce 24 3 7.98 '0.10.
Sex x Race 2 1 2.19 0.03
Class x Race x Sex 61 3 20.28 0.27
Error 5909 78 75. 75

March On-task 616286 1

Classroqm 1483 3
Sex a 348 1

Race 301 1

ClaSs xSex 371 . '3
Class x Race 174 3
Sex x Race 13 1

Class. x. Race x Sex 80 3
Erro,r 4362 78

.ptc_.05

616285.81°
494, 28
348.11.
300.81
123..67
58.11.
12.90
26.,58
55.92

11021.51
8.84 *
6:22 *

. 5.3'8 *
2.21
1. 04
0.23
0.48



Table 8

I

PST- ID IN_C_14--T.ASK_BEEIANICE

FROM CCTCBER TO MARCH (COTOBEE TEACHER RATING AS CCVARIA*11

Sum of
Squares

_Mean difference 20,
Classroom ,ico
Sex .8
Race 8
Class x Sex 115.

Class x Race. 98
SeX x Race 6 ,

Class Y SeiCx Race 192
Covariant .9
Error 4600

,

Degrees,of
Freedom

Mean
Square

1 19.69
3 . 53.32 /0.89

'i 8.34 0.14
1 8.43 0.14
3 38.41 0.64

.3 32.66 0.55
1 5.92 0.10`
3 64.06 1.07
1 9.18 0.15

77 59.7'4 .
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Table 1.1

CLACSROCM RANKING Cl" LOWEST SEVEN CHILDREN IN EAR CLASSRCCM BY.

PERCENT CP ON-TASK (Vp4AT) BEHAVIOR IN. CCTCBER TCGETHER WITH THEIR

TEACHER RATINGC AND CN-TASK BEHAVICIN MARCH

(Percent of Behavior Given in Parentheses) I

ClasSroom

Subject

1. 4
3
4

5
6
7

2. 1

2
3
4

5
6
7

3. 1

2.
3
4'
5'

6
7

On-task

Cctober --March-

,..., 22.(70) 12 (80)
23 (66) 9 '(84)
24 (65) 21 (75)
25 (64) 22 (75) .

26 (61) 27 ,(53)
2.7 (59) 24 167)
28 (53) 26 (57)

1 iv.

19 (86). 18 (88)
...b,_ 20 (82) 17 (89)/ 21 (79) 5 (96)

22 (78) 21 (82)
.23 (77) 22(81)
24 (74) 4 (96)
25(73) 19(87)

20 (77) 6 (92)
21 (76) 101(90)
22 (74) 8 (90)
23 (72) 19 (82)..16
24. (66) 22 (76)
25 (60) 16 (86)'
26 (54) 25 (68)

21.(78) ..3.

2 22 (78) -12 (82)
3 23 (77) . 10 (85)
4 I'24 (74) 17 (70)
5 25, (73) 13 (82)
6 26 (73) .

7 27 (71)

Teacher Rating

Cctober. March

10 12
9 9
9 9

' 4 6
3
7

4
7

5. 6

8 9.
10 12
8 8
4 6
6 7

14 '15
3 4

15 11 i.

13 9
14 14
11 11

6 4p
-15 12
10 7'

.,

6
6
8
7
6

9
\

8.

7
7

NOTE:' a+ refers to pdint at which One standard deviation occurs a8 derived
from Table 1:1
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. BEHAVIOR DEFINITIONS*

+1,rbal D-:;sitii.,c' (yr) - Pupil engages in, initiates or attempts_to initiate on-task
verbal rosponFe with teacher or peer, e.g.', asks questions, recites,
ans7.,nrs queStions, reads aloud or makes statements. Category is checked
when pupil with teacher.or-peer. about non-task material when this does
not violate classroom rules. Also coded whenpapil raises hand to ask or
7-Lnswer question (or .uses other means to attract attention in order to speak,

.'I'hen these do no):_c4nAltute a violation of rules or an interruption, e.g. , -

tugs te!,2eher'..; sleeve to get her to turn around).- Observable shakes of the
,head. "yes cr "no" are coded in this category when these do not signify-non-
compliance.

,

Attend (AT) - PuPil indicates by .his behavior that he is. doing What, is appropriate .

in the Sehobl situat-on, e.g. , he is looking at the teacher when she is
7.sre::enting rnateri the class; he is looking at visual 2..ids as theteacher

2bc.,.ut. thorn; he ha, s eyes, foe. ised on his book aS he does the reading
;iynu runt; .:e writes answers to arithmetic problems. If subject's eyes

!Ire not. obse7rwable, 'head orientation toward teacher, box, etc. will count.
-;'attc.-1-1*. Attending behavior.. may include non-ti sk behavior if appropriate

within the ,.nar3srcorn context, e.g. , waiting quietly for lesson. to begin. When
an apps ,)pr :..-,te but verbal response is observed, the behavior is coded VP.

Alto li (TTA) - is not attending totask at hand or not attending fo discussion
is presenting material. Category is checked when child. is not

atten.1inrr but, at the same time, is riot engaging in potentially disruptive be-
0c,..led:when.person is looking around the room, lobking out the

cr.: taring into space when an academic activity is occurring.
This category. is applicable to those 'situations in which the subject is wetting,

bn the wrong assignment. Also coded when person attempts to stimulate
h,irnself in such ways as switwing his feet,-rubbing his nose, ears, forehead, ep
t-2.pping fingers, scratching, etc. to such -an extent that attention to other

is precluded.
Disrupt. (D) - engages in behavior potentially disruptive of on-task :otivities,

, t 1..kn to peer about non-task material during academic work, *throws ,

get; out of seat -and wanders .around robnrWhenever this is not allo9...ed,
or n;:ilcc.,..1 noies that are..likely_to-helliit-uptive. Coded.when pupil interrupts
t' riche,. to make corriments. or ask .questions irrelevant to task. Code when
pipil.physicall47 or verbally attacks another person or when pupil refuses to
comply with a direct request from teacher, e.g., .hits .peer, talks back to
teacher, refuses to sit down when asked or calls* peer a name.'

RESPONSE DEFINITIONS

C - When no response to a behavior is observed.
Teacher'Response.- used when teacher gives an observable gestural, verbal or

physical response to subject's behavior./ Asa response teacher may, initiate
interaction with subject, e.g. , teacher may approach subject's desk cr
nark area during indepbrident study. Men the teacher fixes her gaze on the

subject even without clearly defined verbal or gestural expression, this shall
'also be coded as a teacher response.

Peer Respogse 7 used when peer gives an observable gestural,. verbal or physical
response toisubject'slehavior. Aiso include sustained looks or eye contact
without clear verbal or gestural expression. >,

0

*Revised from Cobb (1970) . Forness/9/72
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Name or # VP
AT
NA
D

# in class

/
No resptae-, Teacher response Peer response

VP
AT

,NA
D

VP
AT
NA

VP
AT
NA
D

VP
AT
NA
D

VP
AT

.NA
D
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AT
NA
D

VP
AT
NA
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ieacheris game

TEACHER EVALUATICN

or

We are interested in your impressions of how each child is functioning comparable
to other children in your classroom at this point in the year. Please rate each child
in all three areas below by placing scores from 1 to 5 next to his name:

1 - indicates that he is functioning poorly in the area
2 - indicates that he is slightly below average
3 - indicates that he is about average
4 - indicates that he is slightly above average
5 - indicates that he is doing very well

Definitions for the areas given below are the same ones you would use in your
Kindergarten Progress Report for this time of the year.

Reading Read}rfess and Relationships with Attitude Toward
Child's Name Language De elopment Othgr Children Classroom Rules

/



J
KINDERGARTEN PROGRESS

20th Week Report

Social Development.

Your child's attitude toward other
children

2. 'Your child's attitude toward school
work'

Your child's attitude toward class
and school. rules

Your child's use of time

S. Physical Coordination

.616.4.001440....1406

&Reading Readiness and Languago
development

Plays Witt, other children.
Shares.
Accepts role as either leader or
followei.
Is coSuteous.

Mathematics

44.161.06
S satisfactory
N needs to improve

I

Trips todO his best.
OWS directions:
neat work. / i

644. 096......... ...00

Listens and speaks in turn.
Returns. things to proper'place:
Obeys safety rules.
Respects teacher:

Goes from one activity to another
on hie own.
FiniShesmork on:time.
Canwork independently.

Skips, hops and jumps to music.
Uses outdoor equipment correctly: 1,
Bm2nces and catches .large ball.

Recognizes 8 colorsi-oranges.red, !
7, yellow; green, blue; black. , 7

.Can print first name.. .

Knows 6 alphabet lettersi
KnowS 'street number and name.

Recognizes 1-10.
Counts .1 -20.

Writes 5 numorals correctly.
.

.

Attendance
Days. absent

Days present

Days tardy

Teachers ComMents:.

Teach
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'Appendix

List of Projects Funded (1972-73)

Screening Kindergarten Children for Early Intervention Through/Direct Cobserva
tion of Classroom Behavior.

Steven R. Forness

Development of a Teacher Administered Behavior Rating Scale to Determine
Communication Skills of Multihandicapped Children.

Glenda Gay .

Behavioral CharacteristicsAnd Learning Styles of Educationally High-Risk
Kindergarten .Cliildren

4 Barbara K. Keogh
Leturence D. Becker

D'

Teachers' Perceptions of High-Risk Indicators in Children of Minority, -

Low Socio-Ecohomic Status.

Barbi:Tat Keogh
Adele Windeguth

Measurement's of Childrens' Perceptual Style; A MethodoloOcal Study,

Barbara K. Keogh
Karen Tardo

%_

Delivery of Educational Services to Special EdUcation Children in Rural
Areas of California.

Barbara K. Keogh
Laurence, D. Becker'.

.Maurine Kukic
Martha.LyOU.
Stevan.Kukic



School Psychological Services for Special Education Children: Review and
Recommendations.

'
Barbara K. Keogh
Laurence D. Becker
Robert McLaughlin
Stevan Kukic
Maurine KukiC

Development of a'Tttchnique to Evaluate Language Abilities of School Age
Deaf and Harq,of Hearing Children. c f.

. . Janice Leine

Assessing the.Characteristics ofducable Mentally Otarded and Educationally
Handicapped Students Related to Successful Integration into a Regular Classroom.

to.

Douglas Palmer
Frank'M. HeWett,

Research with the Gifted. Implications lot Program Development and. Teacher.
Training.

May V. Seagoe ,

Barbara Mills

Development of a Technique to Improve Listening and Comprehension Skills.
of MultihandicapOed.Children.

Rose-Marie SwailOw.

Development of Assessment Procedures which Provide'the Basis for Teacher
Development of Curricular Materials and for Multihandicapped Pro-
grams.

Annette Tessier
Rode-Marie Swallow:
Marie Poulsen


